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After this, I think the conclusion is justifiable that when Cooper
wrote of himself as merely receiving ' the addition of some forces
under the command of Major-General Holborn,' instead of saying
that he was placed under Holborn, he gave an inaccurate account of
the matter.

It must be remembered that there is.no question of Cooper's
attempting to deceive any one. TTis misstatement was confined to
a private diary, where it remained till Mr. Christie unearthed it a
few years ago. It is, however, useful to be able to test a famous
man's veracity in a case in which his own vanity is concerned, and
the test here given is certainly complete enough.

SAMUEL R. GABDINBB.

CBOMWELL AND THH INSTJBBBOTION OF 1666.

1/7. Mr. Palgrave's Theory Examined.

I WILL now proceed briefly to examine Mr. Palgrave's account of
the rising, to show on what evidence he replies, and in what manner
he makes use of that evidence. In the beginning of his first article
in this Review he stated that his attempt to show Cromwell's com-
plicity in the insurrection of 1(?65 was based 'not on inference, far
less on misrepresentation, but on direct documentary evidence.'1

In his last article he calls the special attention of bis readers to
three points which he complains that I have ignored. These three
points are the main pillars of his theory. ' On three occasions
Cromwell appeared upon the scene. These occasions import much ;
they bind together the mass of circumstantial indirect evidence
of Cromwell's complicity in the insurrection.'s

The first of these appearances is, according to him, Cromwell's
direct intervention to free the conspirators at Dover. For this in-
tervention Mr. Palgrave does not quote any order or letter of Crom-
well's. He relies on a letter to Thurloe. ' Proof of this fact lies
in the words written by the deputy-governor to Thurloe.' s

The third of these appearances is Cromwell's supposed interven-
tion to prevent Major Butler from attacking the Salisbury insur-
gents. As before Mr. Palgrave quotes no letter or order of Cromwell's.
He relies on a letter from Butler to Cromwell in which there is not
even a mention of any orders. ' The tone of this letter shows,' &c.
&c. In each of these cases, therefore, Mr. Palgrave's proof does
not consist in a fact stated by his authorities, but in an inference
of bis own which he assumes to be a fact.4

1 English Eist. Review, jii. 622. « English Hist. Review, iv. 124.
• Quarterly Review, clxii. 428; English Hist. Review, iii. 624; iv. 126. My ex-

planation of this letter is stated in English Hist. Review, iii. 846.
4 For my explanation of this letter v. p. 828, ante; for the letter itself, p. 127, ante.
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526 NOTES AND DOCUMENTS July

The second occasion is the only one for which Mr. Palgrave has
any direct documentary evidence, and it is interesting to observe
what the document is and in what manner it is treated.

Cromwell's second appearance on the scene, says Mr. Palgrave,
' was his sending pretended army mutineers to Dover to encourage
Lord Bochester to proceed with his undertaking.'5

According to information imparted to the king by Cromwell's nephew,
Colonel William Cromwell, ' my lord of Rochester was known to Cromwell
to be in England as soon as he landed,' and was met by pretended agents
from the army, Rochester's friends ' in show,' but the Protector's 'really,'
who, to make the earl ' have the greater confidence' in the enterprise,
gave him false offers of co-operation, and assurances that Cromwell's
soldiers were ripe for mutiny.6

The document upon which these statements are based is an
unsigned letter addressed by Herbert Price to secretary Nicholas.

Colonel Cromwell told me [writes Price] that my Lord of Rochester
was known to Cromwell to be in England as soon as he landed, and that
he was permitted to make those essays on purpose to make him have the
greater confidence in those persons he communicated with, as he would
intimate, of the army ; whereby Cromwell would learn always what was
to be done, those being his friends really, ours in show.7

A comparison of Mr. Palgrave's statements with his authority
reveals this instructive fact: the time, the place, and the nature
of the communications between Eochester and the pretended army
mutineers are not contained in the authority. As in the other two
cases they are inferences of Mr. Palgrave's own, and inferences of
the most doubtful value.8

In addition to this the authority itself, the sole authority for
this story, is of the smallest possible value. In the first place it is
the merest piece of hearsay, A says B said, C said, D did so and so.
In the second place the reporters are persons of very little credit.
Herbert Price who tells the story to Nicholas was a gossiping busy-
body contemptuously described by Clarendon as ' a man that
affected to know or to be thought to know the greatest secrets.'
His letters to Nicholas are full of startling revelations of which
Nicholas took no notice. Price accused Buckingham and others of
betraying the secrets of the royalists at the very time when it was
his own inquisitiveness and propensity to gossip which had revealed
to Cromwell the secret of the king's removal to Zealand.9

The person who told the story to Price was, according to Mr.

» English BisL Review, iv. 126. * Quarterly Review, clrii 423.
' Egerton, MSS. 2536, f. 637.
' V. p. 814 ante on the question whether Eooheater landed at Dover.
• Rebellion, xiv. 141; EgerUm MSS. 2636.
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Palgrave, ' Colonel William Cromwell, Cromwell's nephew.' This
suggests Mrs. Gamp's appeals to Mrs. Harris. There was never
any such person. Cromwell's brothers died without issue.10

This is the sum total of the evidence on which Mr. Palgrave
relies to prove these three interventions of Cromwell's which import
so much. If this be what he describes as ' direct documentary
evidence,' it is not difficult to estimate the value of 'the mass of
circumstantial indirect evidence ' above mentioned.

A point of equal importance in Mr. Palgrave's account of the
plot is the statement that Cromwell had ' complete foreknowledge'
of the coming insurrection. He represents Cromwell as claiming
in the declaration concerning the insurrection that he ' had know-
ledge of the whole design . . . and of the particular persons
engaged therein.' n The quotation misrepresents the sense of the
paragraph from which it is taken. Moreover it does not refer to
the rising which actually took place in March, but to the earlier
insurrection planned to take place at the end of January 1655,
when parliament rose.15 This complete foreknowledge was, accord-
ing to Mr. Palgrave's account, derived from Sir Eichard Willis, a
member of the Sealed Knot, and at the same time in Cromwell's
pay.13 This supposition is advanced as a theory in the earlier
article, and stated as a fact in the later ones. In answer to this
theory I argued that the treason of Willis began much later, and
that there is no evidence that he was in the Protector's pay in
1654. In support of his own view Mr. Palgrave quotes a passage
from Phillips's continuation of Baker's ' Chronicle,' statements
made in 1659 to the effect that Willis had been ' several years' in
Cromwell's service, a letter attributed to Willis in the Thurloe
papers, and a petition addressed by Willis to Cromwell during his
imprisonment in 1654.14

The statements contained in the letters of 1659, and the passage
from Phillips, are not sufficiently precise to be of any use in deter-
mining the date when the connexion between Willis and the
government began.1* Prom the request contained in Willis's

10 I fancy Mr. Palgrave means Major Waiiam Cromwell, Cromwell's cousin. But
the person to whom Price refers is undoubtedly Colonel John Cromwell, third son of
the Protector's uncle Sir Oliver Cromwell, and at this time an officer in the Butch
service. There is no evidence that he derived his information from any other source
than common rumour (Noble, House of Cromwell, L 60-66).

11 English Hist. Review, iii. 524.
" A Declaration of Bis Highness, by the Advice of Ms Council showing the

Reasons of their Proceedings for securing the Peace of the Commonwealth, 1655, p. 28;
Old Parliamentary History, rx. pp. 461, 452.

'• Quarterly, olxii. 486. » English Hist. Review, iii. 741.
'» Phillips simply says, speaking of the rising of 1655 : ' There was a foundation

laid . . . of a general rising in every county, had not Cromwell sparing no cost to
maintain his instruments of deceit, for he had his spies ready hired not only here in
all corners, such as counterfeiting themselves zealous royalists, insinuated into their
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628 NOTES AND DOCUMENTS July

petition Mr. Palgrave concludes that he was ' on good terms with
the government.' As the request was not granted it proves that
the government was not on good terms with Willis. At the same
time Willis begged for his liberty in the most abject terms. He
was released, but so were thirty-five other state prisoners, and he
was released on the condition of finding security for 5,000J. that he
would act nothing prejudicial to the state.16 These are hardly
signs of exceptional favour. Mr. Palgrave's last proof is ' a letter
to Secretary Thurloe proposing to discover conspiracies against the
Protector's person, printed in the Thurloe papers, and attributed by
the editors to Willis.'1T The paper is not dated and the internal
references are too vague to fix the date. There is no contemporary
endorsement to justify the editors in assigning it to Willis. They
did not know his handwriting, as their failure to identify subsequent
letters really written by Vn'm proves. The letter is not in the hand-
writing of Willis, nor does it at all resemble his handwriting. It is
signed by a name he never uses, and composed in a phraseology he
never employs.19

It is difficult to fix the date when the treason of Willis com-
menced. Willis himself states (and it is intrinsically likely) that
he did not enter the Protector's service till he had undergone several
imprisonments.19 He was imprisoned from June to September
1654, and from June to December 1665.*°

In the summer of 1666 he was in communication with Thurloe.
There are six letters amongst the Thurloe papers from Willis to
Thurloe, beginning in August 1656, and signed by the names of
Edwards or Barret. Amongsi the Bawlinson MSB. is also a paper
of some importance endorsed by Thurloe ' notes of a discourse with
E. W. August 1656,' and also 'intelligence received Sept. 8,1656.'M

The connexion therefore began between December 1666 and August
1656.

Willis alone, had he been in Cromwell's service since 1654, could
not have supplied the complete foreknowledge which Mr. Palgrave

councils and betrayed them (of which number Sir Richard Willis at last became
shrewdly suspected to be one),' Baker's Chronic!*, ed. 1670, p. 642.

" Calendar State Papers, Dom. 1664, pp. 298, 854; Rawlinson M8S- A. 826,
£.120.

" Thurloe, i. 767.
>• For these statement* about the handwriting of Willis, I rely on the authority

of Mr. Maoray, who is familiar with it from the specimens amongst the Clarendon
Papers. The writing of Willis is extremely peculiar,' more unlike to be counterfeited
by another, or disguised by himself than any I know of,' as Broderiok writes to Hyde,
Clarendon Papers, iii. 664.

• Calendar State Papers, Dom. 1661-2, p. 282.
*> Calendar State Papers, 1664, pp. 864; Ptrfeot Proceedings, 28 June-6 July

1666, p. 4778; BawUnson MSS. A. ixxiii. 488.
11 Thurloe, v. 844, 864, 695, 668, 657, 667; Bawlinson MSS. A. xll. 676. These

letters of Willii were first identified by Mr. Macray.
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attributes to the Protector. It was, therefore, necessary for the
completeness of his theory to find some one to supply full informa-
tion concerning the designs of the Levellers and the army mutineers
also. Such an informer, according to Mr. Palgrave, Cromwell
possessed in the person of Eichard Overton. Eichard Overton, he
asserts, was in the winter of 1654 in Cromwell's service, was his
devoted servant, and was employed by him to get up the mutiny in
the Scotch army, for which Major-General Eobert Overton suffered.

The evidence advanced for this statement is of the same nature
as the evidence about Willis. Mr. Palgrave adduces three docu-
ments. The first of these is a letter from Eichard Overton to
Thurloe, dated 6 Sept. 1654, offering his services to the government
to prevent disturbances. There is no proof that this offer was
accepted. The hie of Eichard Overton, both before and after the
offer, renders it improbable that it was accepted. Under the Common-
wealth he had been prominent as one of Cromwell's deadliest
enemies. In the spring of 1655 he fled from England with Sexby,
and like him entered the service of Charles II. Mr. Palgrave's
proof that Eichard Overton's offers were accepted is, that, im-
mediately after thia offer to Thurloe, ' Overton was attending the
anabaptist meetings in London, and exhibiting the two sheepskins
quite full of Spanish pistoles ' that he had brought over for the con-
spirators, &c.M The defect of this proof is that Mr. Palgrave's
dates are wrong. Overton's performances with the ' sheepskins full
of Spanish pistoles ' took place in the winter of 1655-6, a year too
late for his theory. The date is fixed by the fact that the money
was sent him by Sexby after Sexby's visit to Spain (July 1655) and
his return to Flanders (Dec. 1655). At that time Eichard Overton
was in possession of a commission from Charles II ** and working
for the royalists.

The proof that Eichard Overton was employed to get up the
mutiny in the Scotch army and the seizure of Hull is equally
valueless. Dyer, Sexby's servant, made in 1668 two depositions.
In one he says that Sexby told him that Colonel Overton, who was
in Scotland, was to seize on General Monk and his headquarters
with the regiment he had there. In the other he says that Eichard
Overton was ' to cut off the headquarters in Scotland and deliver
up Hull.' The two depositions are contradictory, one of them is in
error, and Mr. Palgrave has carefully based his theory on the erro-
neous one. Like the clerk who took down Dyer's depositions, he
has confused the two Overtons.14

" English Hist. Review, iii. 682.
- Thurloe, v i 881, 882; Calendar Clarendon Papen, iii. 40, 51, 70; ibid. pp.

66, 56; Egertm ifSS. 2586, t 896.
14 The first of these two papers is a carefully written statement of nine pages signed

by Dyer. The second is fire pages of rough notes of Dyer's examination not signed
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As in the case of Willis, so in the case of Bichard Overton, Mr.
Palgrave's proofs fail to resist the slightest examination. The theory
of ' complete foreknowledge ' may, therefore, be dismissed to keep
company with the story of the three apparitions. These are the
chief points of Mr. Palgrave's case. I might take the minor points
one by one and deal with them in the same way, but it is not neces-
sary and it would be tedious. The examples already given suffice to
show how the case against Cromwell is got up. The details and
the minor points are treated with just the same mixture of imagi-
nation and inaccuracy. For instance, in treating of the incidents of
Jan. 1655 Mr. Palgrave says : ' The royalists as a body were in the
winter of 1654-5 peaceful and quiescent, the design on the Welsh
castles was a farce, Cromwell's hand is visible in the distribution of
arms among the royalists.' * Of the error contained in the first of
these propositions the correspondence already printed, and the still
larger amount which I have not printed, contains ample proof. Mr.
Palgrave's proof of Cromwell's complicity in the distribution of arms
among the royalists consists in the statement that Cromwell sent
' a military escort' to convoy one of these consignments of arms into
Derbyshire. The real nature of this supposed ' military escort is
sufficiently explained by a royalist letter amongst Thurloe's manu-
scripts. ' Two soldiers in countryman's attire travelled with the
carriers till' they saw the arms lodged; then, taking a party of horse
that lodged near them, seized the gentlemen to whom the arms
were brought.'M The genuine character of this scheme for supplying
arms is proved by the manner in which its organiser was treated
by friends and foes. Major Henry Norwood was imprisoned by the
Protector for his share in this affair, and not released till March
1659. At the Restoration he received the distinction of being
appointed to act as body squire of the king at his coronation, and
held various posts of trust under the government of Charles II.*7

As to the plot to surprise the castles of Denbigh and Beaumaris, it
may not have been very dangerous to the government, but there is
ample proof of the genuineness of the design, and the sincerity of
the chief actors. Bayley and Stephens both suffered imprisonment
for the king during the Protectorate, both were knighted by him,
and both were rewarded at the Restoration. In the same manner
the fidelity of the messengers who passed between the king and
the English royalists in February 1655 is attested. Ross, Halsall,

by him. Apart from the mention contained in this second paper there is no sugges-
tion of any connexion between Bichard Overton and Hull. On the other hand Eobert
Overton lived just outside Hull, and was for many years governor of Hull; a portion
of his regiment was in garrison there in December 1664.

u English Hist. Review, iii 728.
* Rawlinson MSS. A. xxi. L 448.
17 Burton's Diary, iv. 151; Kennet, Register, p. 421; see also Pepys, Correspond-

ence, i. 194 ; Letters to Sir J. Williamson, pp. 83, 149.
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and Trelawny were all rewarded when Charles enjoyed his own
again.28

In exactly the same way, with no knowledge of the lives of the
persons referred to, and the smallest possible amount of evidence
about their actions, Mr. Palgrave assumes that certain persons con-
cerned in getting up the rising of March were agents of Cromwell's
and not honest royalists. I will take the strongest of his cases, the
only one in which there is any apparent foundation for a charge
of double dealing.

Mr. Palgrave supposes the plot against Chester and the rising
in Wiltshire to have been alike manufactured by Cromwell's agents.1*
It has been shown already that in the Wiltshire case he mistook
Dowthwaite, a genuine royalist, for a Cromwellian trepanner; in
the Chester case he falls again into the same error. ' The duper,'
he writes, ' was Colonel Worthing.' The supposition is not based
on a very large knowledge of the man's career, for Mr. Palgrave has
failed to discover his real name. Colonel Eobert Werden was the
son of John Werden of Chester, and had commanded a regiment of
horse in the king's service.'0 Under the Commonwealth he tried
to play a double part, and in order to serve the king the better pre-
tended to serve the government. Two letters, one to Scott, and
the other to Thurloe, show that he had given information to
the first, and promised to do so to the second.31 The Protector's
government doubted the value of his information and the sincerity
of his professions, for he was unable, after the revelation of his
share in the plot against Chester, to obtain exemption from the tax
imposed on the cavaliers.*9 At the same time many of his own
party suspected him, though he always succeeded in retaining the
confidence of the Cheshire royalists.*8 Werden took part in Sir
George Booth's rising, for which cause all his estates were confis-
cated by act of parliament.54 After the failure of the rising some
royalists accused him of misconduct, but on examination Hyde and
the king found nothing which reflected upon his credit.88 On the
Restoration these charges were renewed, and Werden was imprisoned.
Werden petitioned to be restored to the king's favour, stating that
nothing of treachery or falsehood had been fastened on him, his
application to his Majesty's enemies was only to preserve himself

** I have taken the trouble to trace in detail the fortunes of these men, but con-
siderations of space prevent me from doing more than sommarising the results here.
If Mr. Palgrave likes to select a test case, I should be pleased to supply him with de -
tailed evidence respecting it.

" Quarterly Review, obrii. pp. 424, 485.
» Diary of Richard Symondi, p. 258; Ormerod, ed. Helsby, ii. 828.
" Thurloe, iii. 337 ; iv. 316. •* Ibid. iv. 815, 449.
" Calendar Clarendon Papen, ii. 361, iii. 152, 245; Egerton MSS. 2535, f. 195.
»' 27 Aug. 1669, Calendar State Papers, Dom. 1669-60, pp. 94, 164.
" Life of Dr. Barwick, pp. 476, 492, 511.

 at U
Q

 L
ibrary on A

ugust 16, 2015
http://ehr.oxfordjournals.org/

D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://ehr.oxfordjournals.org/


592 NOTES AND DOCUMENTS July

for future service.86 The accusation against Colonel Werden was
taken into consideration by the king in full council, and he was
triumphantly acquitted.

There was read a large attestation under the hands of Sir George
Booth and the greatest part of the gentlemen of the county of Chester
declaring that they ever found the said Colonel Worden in all his Majesty's
concernments not only faithful, but so industrious and prudent as that no
person would be more acceptable for their future trust. Upon considera-
tion whereof, and that several Lords of the Council affirmed, that in the
time of the late tyrannical government, the said colonel was highly in-
strumental to advance his Majesty's interest, and that by their com-
munication with him their lives and fortunes had been in his power;
expressing their esteem of him as of a worthy and loyal person, his
Majesty declared that he did fully acquit him from the accusation and
imputation he had suffered under, and that he esteemed him a very honest
and loyal person, and would accordingly admit him into his former favour.
In ernest whereof his Majesty hath given him the honour of his hand and
his Highness the Duke of York hath gladly received him into his service,57

For the rest of Werden's life he remained high in the favour
and service of the duke of York. He was one of the four com-
missioners appointed in 1667 to regulate the duke's household, was
treasurer to Mary of Modena when she became queen, saw his son
created a baronet, rose himself to the rank of lieutenant-general,
and died in 1690.88

This example admirably illustrates the defects of Mr. Palgrave's
historical method. He lays down the proposition that the close
examination of a part of a man's life may supply as good a test of
his real character as a review of his whole career.39 But he forgets
one of the most necessary postulates, viz. that the evidence respect-
ing that portion must be full and complete. Taken by themselves
the two letters of Werden's before referred to40 would seem to prove
conclusively that he was a traitor to the king. Interpreted by the
history of his whole career their real significance becomes apparent.
In the same way there are several obscure incidents in Cromwell's
career, concerning which our information is very imperfect. In
connexion with these incidents there are passages in contemporary
authorities which throw grave doubt on his honesty, and may be
interpreted in the most unfavourable sense.41 ' In cases of doubt-
ful evidence,' observes Mr. Gardiner,' the general conception of the
character of an actor, derived from hiB spoken and written words,

" Calendar State Papers, Dom. 1660, p. 9.
" The Parliamentary Intelligencer, 8-10 Sept. 1660.
• Pepya's Diary, ed. Bright, iv. 890, 483; Calendar State Papers, Dom. 1662,

p. 469 ; Secret Service of Charles II. and James II., pp. 2, 114, 131; Walton Corre-
spondence, ii. 100; Cartwright's Diary, passim ; Burke, Extinct Baronetage, a. v.

» Quarterly Review, clxii. 414. * Thuiloe, iii. 887 ; iv. 816.
41 I refer particularly to the events of 1647 and 1662-8.
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1889 NOTES AND DOCUMENTS 588

must never be left out of account.' For this reason Mr. Palgrave's
new method fails entirely whenever the question is at all obscure,
or the evidence incomplete. This is especially the case in dealing
with an event like the royalist conspiracy of 1654-5. The evidence
accessible to an historian who writes two hundred years after the
events he describes is necessarily fragmentary and imperfect. On
important points it may be sufficiently full to be conclusive; on minor
points it is generally defective, and often contradictory. In such
cases the historian who remembers the limitations of bis knowledge
will be careful not to rely too much on shreds and patches of evi-
dence. He will sometimes doubt the correctness of his own infe-
rences, and be content occasionally to reserve judgment. The
fundamental objection to Mr. Palgrave's theory of the insurrection
of 1655 is that it is all based on shreds and patches of evidence,
and inferences from shreds and patches. All of these he interprets
with the same confidence as if he had the whole of the evidence
before him. And at the same time, while he relies so much on trivial
and worthless evidence, he takes no notice of really important and
valuable evidence. For instance, Mr. Palgrave frequently refers to
the Clarendon and Nicholas papers, but leaves out of account, in
his theory of the conspiracy, the correspondence of the conspirators
themselves. From the volume containing the important letters
of O'Neill (given on pp. 815-819) he selects merely the gossip of
Herbert Price. His chief authority is the printed collection of
Thurloe's papers; he speaks with a certain contempt of ' those
unversed in the Thurloe papers,' and claims to have almost re-
discovered them.4*

In discussing the amount of knowledge of the plots of the
royalists possessed by Cromwell, he observes: ' We are confident
that we have before us all the evidence that Cromwell possessed
against the royalists. Thurloe, indeed, it may be suggested, might
have received information of plots and conspiracies far beyond
those disclosed by the papers now extant. But evidence both direct
and indirect contradicts that supposition. The composition of the
Thurloe papers disproves that idea. The sequence and relative
bearing of the documents, one towards the other, is likewise unin-
terrupted.' 48

Mr. Palgrave is evidently unaware of the fact that the printed
Thurloe papers are simply a selection from the collection of docu-
ments once in Thurloe's possession and now in the Bodleian Library.
The list of the unprinted papers fills 112 pages of Mr. Macray's
catalogue of the Eawlinson manuscripts.44 Some of these papers
were left out because there was no room for them in the printed
volumes, some as ' redundant or immaterial,' some from other

n Quarterly Review, ckii. 414, 433, 487, 441; English Hist. Review, iii. 727.
*» English Hist. Review, iii. 727. ** Clarendon Press, 1878.
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reasons. Amongst those relating to 1654-5 are several of inter-
cepted royalist letters, probably omitted on account of the difficulty
of reading them. The important part of these letters is generally
written in sympathetic ink, now so faded that it is almost entirely
illegible, but once legible enough to Cromwell and Thurloe, and
supplying them with some useful information. It is clear, there-
fore, that the confidence expressed by Mr. Palgrave, both as to the
completeness of his own information, and also as to the limitations
of Cromwell's, was in each case a trifle misplaced.

In addition to this, many facts prove that the Thurloe collection
of manuscripts is itself far from complete. For instanc-e, Pell's,
and Morland's, letters to Thurloe, which we should expect to find
amongst his papers, are in a totally different collection. In the
same way the volume known as the ' Milton State Papers : contains
many documents addressed to Cromwell which seem properly tc
belong to the Thurloe collection. From these examples it might
be reasonably inferred that there are other papers missing from
it, and that some of them relate to the particular events we have
been discussing. There is proof that such an inference would be
correct. A letter in the Thurloe papers proves that many deposi-
tions relating to the attempted rising in Yorkshire remained in
private hands." The same thing took place in the case of deposi-
tions relating to some other plots of this period. Any argument,
therefore, which is based on the supposed completeness of the
evidence contained in the Thurloe papers rests on the most defec-
tive foundation.

From all these facts I argue that the method on which Mr.
Palgrave's inquiries about Cromwell's character are conducted is
both erroneous in conception and faulty in execution. On either
of these grounds his conclusions may be justly rejected.

But there is also a third reason. Hi a researches are throughout
dominated and inspired by one fixed idea. On the first page of his
original article Mr. Palgrave thus prefaces his inquiry : ' Difficult
as it may seem to many, Cromwell at the outset must be regarded
not as " our heroic one," but as a man who sold himself to falsehood
that he might " ride in gilt coaches, escorted by the flunkeyisms
and most sweet voices." 'A6 It is not difficult to guess, with this
judicial exordium to guide us, that before the end of the inquiry
Cromwell will be proved to be ' an artful, old showman,' and ' The
Prince of Wirepullers.' *7 Nor is it difficult to appreciate the
comparison of Cromwell to the Devil, ' that murderer from the
beginning, who stood not in the truth because there was no tfuth
in him,' which closes another of Mr. Palgrave's articles.49 But

° Thurloe, iv. 294. " Quarterly Review, clxii. 414.
" Ibid. p. 436. 4< Englifh Hist.'Review, iii. 751.
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it is still less difficult to appreciate the value of researches con-
ducted by such methods and in such a spirit. C. H. FIBTH.

THE PLtJNKET MANUSCRIPTS.

IN the preface to his ' Life of Ormond,' Carte, describing the manu-
script materials •which he had consulted in the preparation of that
work, says:—

Another manuscript was communicated to me by Mr. Henry Plunket
of the county Meath, whose uncle was the compiler of it. It would make a
very large volume in folio, and is a collection of a vast number of relations of
passages that happened in the Irish wars, made by a society of gentlemen
who lived in that time and were eyewitnesses of many of those passages.
It is not digested into a proper order, but is wrote with great temper,
modesty, candour, and regard for truth, the compiler upon all occasions
taking care to distinguish what was the result of his own knowledge from
what he learned by common report in his relation from others, that the
reader might make his own judgment of the measure of credit which each
relation in his book deserved ; and I must do the author the justice to say
that wherever he asserts anything of his own knowledge I have found him
still confirmed by the relation I met with in the duke of Ormond's
papers.

Since Carte's time a large portion of the original Plunket MS.
has been lost or destroyed, but the rest has been carefully preserved
in the archives of the Plunket Dunne family of Brittas House,
Clonaslee, the representatives in the female line of the Plunkets of
Dunsoghly, in Dublin county. A notice of the manuscript by Mr.
J. T. Gilbert will be found in the second report of the Eoyal Com-
mission on Historical Manuscripts for 1871. Mr. Gilbert does not
agree with Carte in his estimate of the ' great temper' and ' candour'
of this old Anglo-Irish chronicle, and it cannot be denied that to
most modern readers it seems decidedly faulty in temper, at least,
and disfigured by invective. But those defects are common to almost
all Irish and Anglo-Irish political and polemical writings of the seven-
teenth century, nor are English chronicles of the same troubled
time free from them. While, therefore, one cannot altogether agree
with Carte in his excessive praise of the Plunket MS., it seems to me
that its value as a contemporary record, the only one left, of the feel-
ings of the old Anglo-Irish (' more Irish than the Irish themselves ')
Roman Catholics of high rank towards the nuncio's party is not
much lessened because, like the ' Aphorismical Discovery of Treason-
able Faction,' written by a favourer of that prelate, it is not free from
the faults of the age in which it was written. Carte made a very full
abstract of the manuscript, which abstract was found amongst his
papers in the Bodleian Library by Mr. J. P. Prendergast, who copied
it carefully for Colonel Plunket Dunne in 1867. It was then bound
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